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according to preestablished  guidelines 
and rreamenr b h o l d s . ’  

2001. One ,m Iarer, DPR conduced a 
The acr rook e t k r  on January 1, 

survey to mess the  progress made by 
schools. Of the 788 discrim surveyed, 
415 responded. The s u r v e y  p e d  scvcnl 
key quurions thar clicitcd inrerating 
feedback From school disrricu such u 
the f O U 0 ~  

aware  of DPRs school IPS1 p r o m ,  
and  about 70 perccnr h3d adopred an 
IPbl program.  Adoprion of an  IPM 
p r o p  tended IO bc more prrvalenr in 
cirin  and IOWN rhan in darw. 

Ar l u n  60 percent of s c h o o l  disrricts 
adopted the changu mmdnrcd by h e  

signs at I a t  24 hours  brfore  and 72 
HSA. Thesc indudc  posting  warning 

hours afrcr umoncnt, providing awl 

1. Wue school disuicu a m x  of DPRs 

2. Were  school  districts swue of and 

provided  by  DPR  and  orhcn  that 
could  help  rhem manage pests in 
schmls? 

3. Have school disuicrs adopted IPM 
progrunr, and whar practica  or poli- 
cies have  they  officially  adopted 
through  board or administrative 
directives? 

xhml IPM pmgnm! 

using variout infomvional T e Y ) U M  

Perhaps  the most critical 
factor for DPR to assess 
the extent to which 
school districts are 
adopting IPM programs 
was to determine the pest 
management practices 
districts actually use. 
4. How do school  disrricts derenninc 

when to  treat for pests, and what 

5. Among  school  districrs  rhat  have 
adopred IPkl programs,  what  has 
been their cxperience relarive IO h e  
strecriveness and long-rsrm costs of 
heir p a t  mmasemenr p r o p m s ?  

pnaices do &cy uwl 

Adoption of an IPM Program 
District Awareness and 

schooi disiricrs  indiczrcd chcv W P I Z  

X a i y  90 perctnc OF rhc responding 

norificadon of cxpccrcd pesriade use, 
mainnking a list of parcnts wanring IO 

be  notified of a c h  application,  and 
mainraining records of all  pesticides 
used for at less1 four years. However, 
only  abour one in WUI schools have a 
wrinen policy requiring monitoxing of 

IF” program. 
pcsr levels, a key component of any 

DPRs d o 0 1  IPM program is well rcc- 
ognizcd,  and  most  school  disrricrs 
reported  having  some son: of IPM p m  
gram. However, since considuablc mi- 
adon &ud in 3 d O p d  poliaes, mulrs 
also indicarc that most school disrrim 
do not have  comprehensive  programs. 
Althougb chc HSA and IF” concepu 
arc rcladvcly new, s u r v e y  mdts show 

being madc on an inaunencd buL. 

Genuayt, nwey d u  indicnc &I 

& p’ogra~  d 3dOpChg IPM is 

Awareness and U s e  of 
information Resources 

A wide mgc of roourca is milable 
IO school dismm ro assist them in com- 
plying  with  rhc HSA 3nd  adopring 
practices  that arc consisrcnt with an 
IPM program. T h e  most commonly 
cited  informational  resourccs  were 
licensed  pest  control businesses, 
brochures  and  handouts  from  DPR, 
DPR’s school IPM websirs ar 
mvw.schwlipm.info md [PSI training 
progrms  such as rhe regional .work- 
shops offcrcd through CUBO. 

Making the Change to lPM 

DPR IO .mess die m e n r  IO which SL”.OO~ 

Perhaps chc moss criricd Eqcror for 
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reported that they had improved sanita- 
tion as an IPM method for anrs. 

t r i m  have made considerable progress 
Overall, survey resulrs indicare dis- 

wirh respecr co pest management prac- 

school districts are reporting they used 
rices for anrs. Fewer than 18 percent of 

aerosol insecticides (not an IPM prac- 
rice) as a merhod I O  control  anrs. 
School districrs are reporting more use 

of ant baits and orher practices consis- 
tent wirh IPM. 

DPR found  disrrins divided as to when 
Management of Wee& (Table  2). 

they rrear for weeds. The single largesr 
group rreats at regular  intervals,  bur 
many rrear for weeds when weed densi- 
ries  exceed some pre-esrablished rhresh- 
old, or when firsr noriced. Respondents 
indicaring char rhey treat for weeds at 

regular i n ~ e r w l s  rose in 2002,  while 
rrcatmenr when weeds are tirsr noticed 

weeds exceeded prc-esrablished rhresh- 
and trearmenr when the abundance of 

olds borh declined. 

'm A J ;  'I- IC, n P, 8 districts i n ~ t  ~ Z V S  

adopted IFM programs 
WEE Zsked to evaluate 
program effectiveness, the 
single largest group of 
respondents (4 i  psrcentj 
indicated that IPM results 
in  more effective pest 
management. 

changed somewhat from 2001 IO 2002. 
The methods used to manage weeds 

In 2002,  about  one in five  disrriccs  used 

approach to be avoided in IPM  pro- 
broadcast  application  methods,  an 

grams,  bur this  represented  a decline 
from 2001. Herbicide broadcast medl- 
ods are slighrly more common in school 
disrricrs rhar have IPM programs rhan 
in h o s e  rhar do nor. As in rhe trearment 
for anrs, these school disrricrs may con- 
sider it easier to comply with the HSKs 
notification requirements by esrablish- 
ing  spraying cycles for the year. Spor 
trearmenr of  weeds might also require 

such as severely  infested athleric fields. 
roo much  rime  in  certain  situations, 

The  use  of  physical controls  (for 
example,  hand  pulling,  culrivaring, 
mowing)  and  the  percentage  using 
mulches rose in 2002. Physical controls 
and  mulches are more  ofren used in 
school  disrricrs char have IPM pro- 
grams r h a n  in districts that do nor. 

controls  and mulches  illusrrares rhar 
Overall, the increased  use  of  physical 

school disrricrs have made progress in 
adopting pesr managemenr  practices 
consisrent with IPM. As in rhe  case of 
anr manaoement, school dis- _. 
rricr practices have - if 
anything - improved 
in  complying wirh 
the i n t e n t  of rhe  
HSA. 
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IPM Program Effectiveness 
and  Costs 

wherher IPM programs resulted in more 
Another focus of DPRs survey was 

or less effective pest managemenr. and 
wherher a districr's long-rerm COSIS of 
pesr  management  have  risen o r  
declined. 

When  districrs  that have adopred 

program effectiuenerr. the single largest 
I P M  programs were asked 10 evaluare 

group of respondenrs (41 percenr) indi- 
cared char IPM resulrs in more effecrive 

cenr are uncertain of irs  effecct. Abour 
pest managemenr, and another 19 per- 

20 percent of the respondenrs reported 
rhat their IPM program resulrs in less 
effective  pest management. 

effecriuemss of IPM were mixed. About 
Resulrs concerning the long-term cost 

28 percent of the respondents reported 
that  rheir  districrs'  IPM programs 
reduce the long-rerm cost of pesr man- 
agement,   and a similar  percentage 
reported  increased  long-term  cosrs. 
Another 25 percent  felt char rhe IPM 
program has no  impact  on  long-term 
cosrs of pest managemenr. These varia- 
tions  in responses reflect the inherent 
difficulries in m a s u i n g  rhe  cosrs of the 
preventive mainrenance pracrices rhar 
are the cornerstone of a sound  IPM pra- 
gram. Presented positively, more rhan 
half of the responding districrs indicated 
rhat their IPM programs either reduce 
or have nu impact on long-term cosrs. 

stages, and that most school disrricrs do 
Given  that IPM is still in ict early 

nor appear to have comprehensive IPM 
programs in place,  rhese findings are 
encouraging. Most school districts wirh 
IPM programs seem IO believe thar their 
programs are at least ds effective and no 
more cosdy rhan pasr  pesr management 
programs. As the districrs continue IO 

develop more comprehensive IPM pro- 
grams. thry may improve borh the effec- 
tiveness and  efkiency of their  pracrices. 

Conclusions 
From rhe  resulrs o f  rhe  survey. i r  

apps~r s  rhar improvemenrs have been 
made by school disrricrs  engaping in 
pracrices that are consisrcnr wirh round 
1PM program xaiv ic ics .  Whether rhey 
have IPL1 prosrams i n  place o r  nor. 
i chou l  districrs i n  21102 Ikopr I:IUT- 
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records and used more sound IPM prac- 
ticrs whrn treating for anrs and weeds 
than  rhcy  did  when  the HSA rook 
effecr. 

Addirionally. DPR found  that dis- 
tricts  thar  have adopted IPM programs 
generally  adhere IO IPM-comparible 
pracrices more rhan  districts rhar have 
not adopred IPM programs. 'IPM' dis- 
tricct rhat keep more records  relared 10 

pest management are more likely to use 
imporrant  informarion resources, use 
recommended  treatment  methods for 

mts   and  weeds. and  find IPiLI-based 
practices IO bear lcasr as effecrive and no 
more  cosrly  than  their  previous 
approaches ro pest management. 
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